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hosted, following on the heels of five unsuccessful 
Olympic bids (Oliver, 2013), and Toronto’s first multi-
sport event in 2012; the Ontario Summer Games. 
The city’s leaders appear to be subscribers to the 
belief that mega-events have the potential to serve 
as an economic growth industry (Hall, 1992; Oliver, 
2013) and to generate positive outcomes for the 
city economically, socially, and politically (Curi, 
Knijnik, & Mascarenhas, 2011; Preuss, 2007). And 
although the bids until now have been unsuccessful, 
Introduction
Organizers of international sporting events often 
justify the efforts and high costs associated with the 
event by highlighting its expected legacies (Thomson, 
Schlenker, & Schulenkorf, 2013). However, there 
is insufficient empirical evidence to show that this 
justification is founded (Cashman, 2006; Gold & 
Gold, 2009). The Toronto 2015 Pan Am Games were 
the first international multisport event the city has 
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Event organizers and city officials often justify the high costs of hosting an event by highlighting 
its legacies. Legacies are a topic of contentious discourse among event researchers, over definition, 
measurement, and significance. The bid for the Toronto 2015 Pan Am Games highlighted sport lega-
cies as a priority. Thirteen semistructured qualitative interviews were conducted with organizers, city 
officials, and members of the Toronto sports community. These interviews were analyzed using a 
thematic coding method. The degree of familiarity with “event legacies” among respondents varied, 
as did the definitions they offered. Multiple positive legacies were highlighted, most frequently: 
new or improved sports facilities and equipment (11/13 respondents), increased awareness of sport 
and sport opportunities (9/13), and inspiration factor (7/13). No respondent named negative lega-
cies. Two major themes emerged: 1) there is no universal understanding of legacies as a term or 
concept; and 2) organizers are biased when asked about legacies, favoring the positive, and ignoring 
the negative.
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Literature Review
Event legacies are a relatively new area of inquiry 
that emerged as a research topic in the mid-1980s 
(Burns, Hatch, & Mules, 1986; Hall, 1992; Richie, 
1984). Following the early legacy research of the 
1980s, there have been a number of publications on 
legacies across the fields of business (Burns et al., 
1986; Curi et al., 2011; Oliver, 2013), tourism (Li 
& McCabe, 2012; Stevenson, 2012; Yu & Turco, 
2003), sports (Cornelissen, Bob, & Swart, 2011; 
Dickson, Benson, & Blackman, 2011; Hall, 1992; 
Weed et al., 2012), and mega-events (Minnaert, 
2012; Richie, 1984; Thomson et al., 2013; among 
others) that focus on the long-term outcomes of 
events, namely: legacies. And yet, despite growing 
interest and attention, event legacy remains an ill-
defined term and concept.
Essex and Chalkley (1998) defined legacy as a 
“matter of debate and controversy” (p. 95). The most 
frequently referenced definition of event legacy in 
the literature is Preuss (2007): “irrespective of the 
time of production and space, legacy is all planned 
and unplanned, positive and negative, tangible and 
intangible structures created for and by a sport event 
that remain longer than the event itself” (p. 308). 
This definition incorporates the multifaceted (Chalip, 
2006) and multidimensional (de Moragas, Kennett, 
& Puig, 2000) nature of the concept. Indeed, this def-
inition suggests a matrix for understanding event 
legacies, in which each of the proposed elements—
planning, positivity, tangibility—can exist on a 
spectrum, which complicates the concept and the 
measurement of legacy.
Event organizers, community leaders, and pub-
lic officials frequently cite legacies as justification 
for bidding on and hosting mega-events and to 
justify the need for the large public expenditures 
that accompany them (de Nooij, 2012; Hall, 2006; 
Kasimati, 2003; Thomson et al., 2013). Public offi-
cials use events as an opportunity to gain interna-
tional media attention, grow the local industries, 
increase tourism, and promote a positive image of a 
city or country (de Nooij, 2012; Emery, 2002). How-
ever, researchers have found there is little empirical 
evidence to support this justification as most argu-
ments in favor of using mega-events as a driver of 
economic growth and social reform rely largely on 
one researcher points out that “each bid creates the 
potential to have a conversation about the status 
and vision of the bid city . . . even if the city ulti-
mately fails to win hosting rights” (Oliver, 2013, 
p. 204). Each new proposal has allowed the city’s
leaders to review their legacy objectives, and to 
develop event-led and event-based strategies for 
city rejuvenation in the development of positive 
legacies. This led to the bid for Pan Am, which 
highlighted sport legacies as a priority. The argu-
ment presented in the document was:
Hosting the Pan American Games in Toronto 
will benefit sport at all levels. Across the Toronto 
region, new facilities will be built, and existing 
ones improved. There will be an opportunity for 
greater sport participation at the community level 
as well as new opportunities for high-performance 
sport development at the provincial, national and 
international levels. (TO2015 Bid Committee, 
2009, p. 199)
It will take extensive research and many years of 
review to determine whether these expected lega-
cies will be realized.
The Pan American Games are a regional multi-
sport event governed by the Pan American Sport 
Organization (PASO). The first games were held 
in Buenos Aires in 1951 with more than 2,500 
athletes and 22 countries represented. Since then, 
the Pan Am Games have been held three times in 
Canada, twice in Winnipeg (1967 and 1999), and 
once in Toronto in 2015. For many sports, the 
Pan Am Games and the Parapan Am Games that 
accompany them are a qualifier for world cham-
pionships and Olympic competitions.
This article investigates the Pan Am Games in 
Toronto: assessing the perspectives of local author-
ities, Games organizers, and members of the sports 
community, on the expected sporting legacies of 
the Games. Specifically, this article examines the 
understandings of the term and applications of the 
concept of “event legacy” among Pan Am Games 
organizers and civic leaders in the region. Further, 
it investigates what these individuals expect to be 
the sport legacies of the Pan Am Games in the city 
of Toronto. Finally, it questions which barriers exist 
that may hinder progress towards fulfilling the 
expected sport legacies.
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questions of what timeline and scope to use when 
measuring legacies, it is important to determine 
which stakeholders to consult, as “destinations are 
notoriously difficult entities to manage due to the 
multiple stakeholder scenarios that underpin their 
development, management and marketing” (Fyall 
& Shipway, 2012, p. 5).
Despite the controversy in defining and mea-
suring legacies, the use of an “event strategy” has 
been suggested to serve as a starting point for build-
ing and measuring legacies as “some legacies of 
mega events are similar . . . [and] synergistic effects 
are possible when a legacy of one event is a pre-
requisite for another event” (Preuss, 2007, p. 214). 
This is especially relevant in cases like Toronto, 
where there was a multisport event just 3 years ago: 
the Ontario Summer Games, and other soft infra-
structure that was built for past Olympic bids.
The type of legacy that receives the most hype in 
the literature, and the focus of this article, is sport 
legacies. This body of literature is presented in brief 
in the next section.
Sport Legacies
Sport participation legacies are “oft-cited but 
rarely explored” (Reis, Rodrigues, De Sousa-Mast, 
& Gurgel, 2013, p. 437). The Olympic Movement 
cites sporting legacies as one of the key objectives 
it seeks to pursue in its project to “contribute to 
building a peaceful and better world by educat-
ing youth through sport” (Olympic Charter, 2014, 
p. 16) and these are now featured as a central focus
of bid documents for Olympic and regional mul-
tisport events (Minnaert, 2012). As Preuss (2007) 
conceptualized, sport legacies can be tangible or 
intangible, planned or unplanned, positive or nega-
tive (Preuss, 2007).
Tangible, or “hard” legacies in the vein of sporting 
legacies, are the measurable impacts and outcomes 
of an event: these include the building or updating 
of new facilities, the economic boost to the sport and 
sport-related industries, and new sport infrastructure 
that remains in place after the event (Preuss, 2007). 
However, it is important to note that not all hard leg-
acies are positive (Cashman, 2006; Preuss, 2007).
For example, in the case of Olympic and Para-
lympic infrastructure, misuse or underutilization 
anecdotal evidence of past events (King, Leonard, 
& Kusz, 2007). Moreover, Cashman (2006) high-
lighted that “when the term is used by organizing 
committees, it is assumed to be entirely positive, 
there being no such thing as negative legacy”(p. 15). 
It is usually believed that legacy benefits flow to a 
community at the end of the Games as a matter of 
course (Cashman, 2006). These are the two key pit-
falls to the legacies argument: 1) the expectations 
are unfounded, and 2) legacies are often viewed 
in a solely positive light, rather than acknowledged 
as a phenomenon with potential negative legacies. 
We have already witnessed negative legacies of 
events. For example, there was a breakdown of 
historic communities because of the new builds for 
the 2007 Pan Am Games in Rio (Curi et al., 2011), 
and cost overruns that negatively impact the host 
city’s public accounts, like the case of the Montreal 
1976 Olympics (Whitson, 2004).
Preuss (2007) identified five types of legacies: 
sporting, urban, infrastructural, economic, and social. 
Minnaert (2012) expanded on this by suggesting that 
these can relate to 1) the individual, for example 
through the development of social capital or health 
benefits, 2) the community, with improved trans-
port or communication links, better or more regular 
sport and social programming, and new facilities, 
or 3) the image, status, and sense of place of the 
residents of the host city/country (through the estab-
lishment or support of nationalism, feel-good factor, 
civic pride, positive city reputation, etc.)
Determining a way in which to measure legacies 
is complicated by time scale, scope, and relevancy 
of the various impacts, effects, and outcomes of an 
event, and remains a topic of debate among aca-
demics (Cornelissen et al., 2011; Dickson et al., 
2011; Gold & Gold, 2009; Li & McCabe, 2012; 
Stevenson, 2012). One manner of measurement, 
from an economic perspective, is to compare the 
changes in the economic indicators of the host city 
as a result of the event (the “event case”), with the 
economic indicators in the absence of the event 
(the “without case”) (Thomson et al., 2013). On 
the social level, there are several indicators that can 
be tracked to evaluate social legacies: “awareness 
levels of the host nation/city, destination image level 
changes, social benefits and social costs” (Li & 
McCabe, 2012, p. 399), to name a few. Beyond the 
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a legacy of sport mega-events can be seen among 
existing athletes who become more involved in their 
sport, or take up new sports (Vigor, Mean, & Tims, 
2004). Most recently, the London 2012 Olympics 
(Weed et al., 2012) had a similar fate to Sydney: 
high hopes and few legacies. Changes to the rate of 
physically active populations in the UK were negli-
gible, despite the goal of higher sport participation 
nationwide (Donnelly & Kidd, 2008).
The literature cites two ways to inspire the popu-
lation to become involved in sport and to increase 
participation rates: first, through the “demonstra-
tion effect” (Li & McCabe, 2012) that is aimed at 
individuals who are already physically active, and 
inspires them to try new sports or to practice their 
sport more; and second, through the “festival effect” 
(Li & McCabe, 2012), which is aimed at individuals 
who are not physically active by “de-emphasiz[ing] 
the sporting element of the Games and promot[ing] 
the festival element” (Weed et al., 2012, p. 75). The 
festival element is the cultural programming, cer-
emonies, and non-sport-related programming that 
runs in conjunction with the mega-event (Weed et al., 
2012). These approaches suggest that by hosting a 
mega-sporting event, the population will naturally 
be inspired to become involved in physical activity, 
either through the demonstration effect or the fes-
tival effect. However, it has been suggested that to 
achieve any participation legacy, the event organiz-
ers have to put legacy plans in place with long-term 
execution strategies, otherwise they will not see 
results: “just as it is naive to assume that participa-
tion will increase automatically if Canadian athletes 
win gold medals, it would be naive to adopt an ‘if 
you build it, they will come’ strategy” (Donnelly & 
Kidd, 2008, p. 7). For changes to be affected and 
for legacies to be realized, “it is crucial for legacies 
to be built into the whole programme for hosting a 
sporting mega-event” (Kearney, 2005, p. 390).
Gaps and Inconsistencies in the Literature
Mair and Whitford (2013) identified event out-
comes and legacies as a priority area of research 
for the events field, and yet despite the increase in 
research in this area (Reis et al., 2013), there remain 
significant gaps in the literature.
The literature is inconclusive on accepting a defi-
nition for “legacy,” and for determining how best to 
post-Games can lead to these becoming “white ele-
phants” (Weed et al., 2012): difficult to maintain, 
expensive, and a sore memory of a missed opportu-
nity. An example of this is the 2004 Athens Olym-
pics (Kissoudi, 2010) where infrastructure was 
built and went unused after the event. However, 
sporting infrastructure that is built for an event can 
have positive legacies, and often serve as symbols 
of the city once the event concludes (Chappelet & 
Junod, 2006). For example, the buildings and infra-
structure erected for Barcelona 1992 played a role 
in revitalizing the city’s sporting scene, fan culture, 
and tourism industry (Valera & Guardia, 2002).
Events also have the capacity to play a large role 
in affecting change through the “soft” legacies of 
the event such as increased availability of facilities, 
an increased variety of sport activities for the local 
community (Cornelissen et al., 2011), fan support, 
organizational structure, awareness of the event 
and of sport more generally, civic pride, and sport 
participation (Minnaert, 2012).
Increases to sport participation in the host city 
or country are one possible sport legacy of a mega-
event (Chalip, 2006; Girginov & Hills, 2008; Weed 
et al., 2012). Sport participation has proven ben-
efits for individual and community benefits such 
as improved health, contributions to neighbor-
hood activ ities, development of social capital, and 
improved attitudes towards young people (Bailey, 
2005). Further, studies (Gratton & Henry, 2001; 
Henry, 2005) have shown that sport participa-
tion can lead to greater community pride, better 
employment prospects, and intercultural under-
standing. The Olympic Charter stresses sport par-
ticipation by stating that “the practice of sport is 
a human right” (Kissoudi, 2010, p. 11). And yet, 
efforts to produce a sport participation legacy have 
been inconsistent, showing varying degrees of suc-
cess. For example, research conducted on the Sydney 
2000 Olympics (Bauman, Ford, & Armstrong, 
2001; Veal, Toohey, & Frawley, 2012) found that 
the Olympics had a negligible sport participation 
legacy, with no noticeable change to the overall 
physical activity levels during and after the Games. 
However, the Australian Sports Commission (2001) 
noted that the Sydney Olympics did result in signif-
icant increases in participation in other areas, such 
as sport spectatorship and television viewing. The 
most significant increases in sport participation as 
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in this article. The gaps in the research informed a 
set of research questions that were used to guide 
the interviews.
These were:
RQ1:  Are members of the sport community famil-
iar with the concept of event legacies?
RQ2: How do they define “event legacy?”
RQ3:  What do the respondents expect will be the 
legacies of the Toronto 2015 Games?
RQ4:  What barriers affect the realization of the 
sport legacies?
The methodology and findings of this research 
are detailed in the following sections.
Methodology
This research was conducted using semistructured 
interviews with a sample of respondents, purpose-
fully sampled from a pool of stakeholders. Interview-
ing is a recognized method of gathering information 
on respondents’ attitudes and perspec tives (Rowley, 
2012), and was selected as the appropriate method 
for this study because many of the research subjects 
who were approached hold positions of employment 
and affiliation with various stakeholder groups in 
the event and may not feel comfortable speaking 
openly about their opinions and perspectives in a 
group setting.
Respondents were identified by the researcher, 
or referred by the Toronto Sports Council, with the 
view of recruiting a diverse sample, as this is cru-
cial to offering a holistic view of the various view-
points on the research questions (Fyall & Shipway, 
2012; Rowley, 2012). Participants were sent a 
preinterview e-mail that offered some information 
about the researcher and the research question, as 
well as a statement about confidentiality and con-
sent. All participants verbally agreed to participate 
at the beginning of their interview, and agreed to 
the interview being recorded, and to the data being 
used for academic research purposes, and possibly 
publication. The research subjects were predomi-
nantly residents of Toronto from a variety of back-
grounds, with varying degrees of involvement in 
the event, interests, and affiliations. The researcher 
took care to ensure an even number of male and 
female respondents, varying in age between 18 and 
measure legacies, although solving the former may 
inform the latter. There is also a lack of research on 
how legacies affect different segments of the pop-
ulation (e.g., children, the poor, the disabled, the 
elderly, and the LGBTQI community). Barriers to 
realizing legacies are also underresearched. So too 
are strategies for the implementation of legacies. 
The Pan Am Games offer a unique opportunity to 
explore some of these questions further, as Toronto 
has never before hosted an international multisport 
event nor a mega-event, therefore the city benefits 
from a particularly clean platform from which to 
observe changes, reactions, responses, and short- or 
long-term legacies to the Pan Am Games. Further, 
the city has demonstrated an interest in creating 
legacies, as evidenced through their multiple bids 
in the past that highlighted legacies, as well as Sec-
tion 18 of the Pan Am 2015 bid that outlines the key 
legacy goals (TO2015 Bid Committee, 2009) and 
the Playing for Keeps Initiative that focuses spe-
cifically on sport legacies (Misener, 2013).
Not all academics accept the use of the terms 
and concept of “event legacy.” Cashman (2006), 
for instance, suggested that perhaps the term is too 
loosely defined, and taken for granted as a “point of 
convergence for the thinking of groups with widely- 
divergent views and agendas” (Gold & Gold, 2009, 
p. 15). Gold and Gold (2009) went further to sug-
gest that legacies are “little more than a convenient 
omnium gatherum for diverse phenomena” (p. 15). 
From this skeptical perspective, events could be said 
to fall into the framework of philosopher Debord’s 
(1977) “spectacle,” which posited that the “tauto-
logical character of the spectacle flows from the 
simple fact that its means are simultaneously its 
ends” (p. 13). In this theoretical framework, the 
“spectacle” is the event, which would have no fur-
ther purpose or responsibility to the people or its 
environment beyond the event itself.
The Pan Am Games have attracted little inter-
est from academics (Curi et al., 2011; Feldman, 
Zhu, Simatovic, & To, 2014; Klie, 2011; Whitford, 
2015). The literature that exists on Pan Am does not 
focus on sport or sport legacies.
The gaps in the literature, namely the inconclu-
sive definition of “event legacy,” the sporting lega-
cies of games other than Olympics, the barriers to 
legacy fulfilment, and the lack of research on Pan 
Am Games from a sport perspective are addressed 
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concept of event legacy, and to define it. The degree 
of familiarity varied, as did the definitions that were 
offered.
The most common response, offered by a num-
ber of stakeholders, was “what gets left behind” 
or “what we are left with.” According to a few of 
them, legacies are “changes” and “mindshifts” that 
are the result of an event that takes place. A third 
common response was that events can serve as 
catalysts for other opportunities or infrastructure, 
and that those opportunities or infrastructure that 
are created are the legacies. This third response 
has certain similarities to the first two responses, 
in that the new opportunities and infrastructure are 
changes to what used to be, and could be framed as 
something that is “left behind.”
The fourth response that was offered is more 
elaborate and touches on both “hard” and “soft” 
legacies. Respondent 12 clearly identified legacies 
as being one of two things: physical capital or social 
capital that is created, developed, or strengthened 
as a consequence of the event. Respondent 9 elabo-
rated on the definition slightly differently, offering 
a list of possible legacies from events:
There are a few lenses to look at this, but I’ll 
name a few. There’s the infrastructure and the 
71 years old, with different socioeconomic back-
grounds (see Table 1).
Once granted the ethical approval of the Univer-
sity, the researcher conducted a literature review to 
identify the empirical gaps in the research. A pre-
liminary set of five standard questions was set by 
the researcher, which were used in each interview 
and elaborated or edited to follow the prompts of 
interview participants to draw data specific to sport 
legacies, definition of legacy, and barriers to the 
legacies.
Each interview recording was transcribed verba-
tim. Each transcript underwent two rounds of con-
tent analysis, one manual, one using NVivo (Leech 
& Onwuegbuzie, 2011) to identify the salient points 
and themes. The transcripts were then inductively 
coded (Fereday & Muir-Cochrane, 2006), and ana-
lyzed for response frequency, similarities, and differ-
ences across the lot. The results and implications of 
this analysis are discussed in the following sections.
Results
Defining Legacy
The first two questions of each interview asked 
the respondent whether they were familiar with the 
Table 1
List of Interview Respondents
Type of Stakeholder/Identifier and Affiliations of Interview Participants
Sport groups & advocacy bodies
Respondent 1, Toronto Sports Council
Respondent 2, Ontario University Athletics
Pan Am and Parapan Am volunteers
Respondent 3, Toronto Sailing Club
Event organizers 
Respondent 4, TO2015 Bid Committee and TO2015 Organizing Committee
Respondent 5, City of Toronto (Pan Am Office)
Respondent 6, City of Toronto Department of Parks, Forestry and Recreation
Civic leaders
Respondent 7, City Councillor, Ward 33
Respondent 8, Member of Parliament for Canadian Federal Government
Respondent 9, Ministry of Tourism, Sport and Culture (Province of Ontario)
Pan Am and Para Pan Am athletes
Respondent 10, Women’s Water Polo
Organizations with relationships to the Games
Respondent 11, Toronto Foundation and TO2015 Ignite Program
Respondent 12, OutSport Toronto
Respondent 13, Mississaugas of the New Credit First Nation
Physical education professional in Toronto
Respondent 14, Toronto Catholic District School Board
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new buildings, sports grounds, or upgrades to exist-
ing facilities. For example, Respondent 10 high-
lighted the new water polo facility in Markham:
There are so many new facilities and new services 
for athletes . . . and all of these facilities were 
purpose-built, so for a sport like water polo, we 
need a certain sized pool, and polo nets, and room 
in the stands. . . . And I’m guessing the cyclists are 
thinking the same with their new Velodrome, it’s 
nice having things set up in just the way you need 
them to train.
Respondent 10’s sport-specific approach high-
lights the elite-level nature of the new facilities that 
were built, and how beneficial these will be to the 
elite athletes’ training moving forward.
Respondent 5 offered the most comprehensive 
list of new builds and sport infrastructure, high-
lighting the planned and expected nature of these 
legacies:
The Pan Am Games Capital Program . . . consists 
of 10 projects, the two biggest of which involved 
the development of a new aquatic centre and 
field house at U of T Scarborough Campus . . . 
there are also three existing tracks that are being 
upgraded . . . there’s a new BMX cross course 
being built out in Centennial Park, and there’s an 
upgrade to what’s called the Left Channel . . . up 
to 20 km of roads that are being resurfaced for the 
cycling road race, and there’s the Pan Am Path as 
well, which is 80 km of cycling paths in the City.
Other respondents, for example Respondent 4, 
were more general in their discussion of the city 
of Toronto and the new sport infrastructure as 
legacies:
You know, Toronto wanted to develop parts of 
its city, and we wanted to do that with the 2008 
Olympics. Now we get to do that with Pan Am. 
We’re going to have new facilities and new places 
for athletes to train, and the younger kids will see 
them training and play there, too.
All the respondents who named sport infrastruc-
ture as a legacy of the Games spoke of them in a 
positive light. Sport infrastructure legacies are eas-
ily measurable and could be easily reviewed over 
the short or long term to see whether they continue 
to be used and whether they impact sport participa-
tion or improve access to facilities.
on-going investments there. The sport participa-
tion may increase through people watching and 
being inspired, and having new facilities to go to. 
There’s social capital building that happens . . . 
and then there’s the transport legacies . . . and then 
on the softer side, legacies can relate to the host 
city’s view or perception of being a global city, or 
being a sport city. Just building awareness around 
the city and what’s available and what’s going on.
Either directly in their definition of legacy, or 
in the discussions that followed later in the inter-
views, each of the respondents mentioned at least 
one legacy that is considered “hard” and at least 
one legacy that is considered “soft.” Although not 
all of the respondents were aware of the difference 
between the two, especially those less familiar with 
the concept of legacy, the two types of legacy did 
come out in each interview.
As for the temporal element of legacies, more 
than half of the respondents did not mention this at 
all. There were six respondents who did offer a tem-
poral element to their definition of their discussion 
of legacies, all of whom specifically mentioned the 
long term, and one also used the word “permanent.” 
Not one respondent mentioned the short term.
Four of the respondents considered the legacies 
to be automatic. Thirteen of the respondents only 
considered positive legacies. The only individual 
who considered that legacies could be negative or 
less desirable was Respondent 2, who had no direct 
involvement in the Games. These findings are con-
gruent with Cashman’s statement that organizers 
and public officials often speak of legacies solely 
in a positive light (Cashman, 2006), perhaps to gar-
ner support for the event and the expenditures that 
accompany the event.
The answers to the questions about defining “leg-
acies” were inconsistent, which suggests that this 
study was no more successful in finding a definition 
of legacy than the literature, and lends credibility 
to Gold and Gold’s (2009) conclusion that legacies 
are a miscellaneous collection of different things, 
beliefs, processes, changes, and understandings.
Sport Legacies of Toronto 2015
The most frequently cited legacy, by 11 of the 13 
respondents, was new or improved sport facilities 
and equipment. Some respondents named specific 
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as spectators. Hopefully some of those feelings of 
inspiration will last. (Respondent 3)
The expected awareness and inspiration lega-
cies are intangible, requiring further interviews and 
qualitative research in the future. According to the 
literature, the most likely people to be inspired by a 
multisport event to become more involved in sport 
or to try a new sport are those who already lead 
physically active lifestyles (Li & McCabe, 2012). 
This could be reviewed in a follow-up study on the 
inspiration legacies of Toronto 2015 as well.
Two respondents mention new funding streams 
as an expected legacy, while three others named 
funding legacies in conjunction with another legacy, 
for example maintenance or development funds for 
the new infrastructure. According to Respondent 
12, “there is a legacy fund to supplement the cost 
of maintaining these facilities, and that fund will be 
there for the next 20 years.” This suggests not only 
a funding legacy as a positive legacy, but as a long-
term legacy. It is noteworthy that although only 
one respondent named financial legacies as part of 
their definition of legacy, it came up in the question 
about “what will the legacies be” more often, and 
finances were frequently brought up as a concern in 
discussions about barriers to legacy fulfilment.
A number of other legacies were named, including 
new partnerships among sport groups and organizing 
bodies, hosting experience, increased social capital, 
physical literacy, and sport participation. However, 
none of these were elaborated upon, nor were they 
the primary focus in any of the respondents’ discus-
sions on the expected legacies of these Games.
There were four types of sport legacies that were 
notably absent from the interview results: personal 
legacies, international sport legacies, parasport lega-
cies, and negative legacies. Not one respondent 
offered insight into any of these, unless they were 
prompted by the researcher to discuss them specifi-
cally. This may be because of a limited understanding 
of legacies, or perhaps the questions on the legacies 
of the event were not specific enough in asking about 
the scope of legacies.
Barriers
Bureaucracy, high costs, inaccessibility, and dis-
interest were the most cited barriers to the fulfilment 
The second most named legacy was increased 
awareness of sport and sport opportunities in the city. 
This was viewed as a positive legacy. The increase 
in awareness was linked to different phenomena; 
for example, Respondent 10 highlighted the height-
ened awareness among the athletes and the coach-
ing community, while Respondent 8 credited social 
media with an expected increase in awareness of 
Canadian athletes and their accomplishments:
I think that with social media, there’s a legacy of 
awareness of all these amazing athletes who live 
amongst us invisibly, because they’re working so 
hard participating around the world and we don’t 
even see them as neighbours.
Others referred more specifically to awareness 
of amateur sports and the different sports that are 
played in the Pan Am Calendar, comparing them 
to the more publicized and commercialized profes-
sional sports teams in Toronto:
We’ve been a hockey town historically, and I think 
what you’ll start to see if some of that changing a 
bit. A deeper appreciation for amateur sport, and 
a deeper appreciation for the range of sports that 
people now like to play and that are a part of the 
Olympic calendar or sport and the Pan Am calen-
dar. (Respondent 5)
There were three respondents that highlighted 
two specific groups of people and a heightened 
awareness of their sporting accomplishments: the 
para-athletes, mentioned by Respondent 6, and the 
female athletes, mentioned by Respondents 2 and 
14. Finally, Respondent 1 suggested that the scope
of the awareness legacy may stretch wider than the 
Toronto area itself: “People will see this, and hear 
about it, and the awareness will be wider spread 
than the Golden Horseshoe and the 18 communi-
ties around it, but also, certainly, anyone who is 
touched by the Torch Relay.”
Seven respondents thought that inspiration factor 
would be a positive legacy of the Pan Am Games, 
and some even suggested that this would lead to 
increased sport participation:
I think that all the athletes, coaches and staff or 
volunteers were inspired to be there, and to see 
what we can accomplish. I was also shocked by the 
number of people who attended the races and cer-
emonies, it was a lot more than I had expected, so 
they were clearly driven to attend and get involved 
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common in legacy research, is the lack of research 
into the perspectives of the public. Although most 
the respondents of this investigation are also resi-
dents of Toronto, they all have some degree of 
interest or involvement in the event. Future research 
could focus the perspectives of uninvolved parties 
to gain a more holistic understanding of opinions 
on the topic.
The findings of the study show that although 
most respondents were aware of the term “legacy” 
and had some knowledge of the concept, few had 
a holistic understanding of what was involved in 
a legacy, omitting either the temporal element, 
the negative element, the hard or soft legacies, or 
negative legacies. It is noteworthy that even the 
respondents with high degrees of involvement in 
the Games did not have consistent answers to the 
question about defining legacies. For the ques-
tion on expected sport legacies, the answers were, 
again, inconsistent. However, the three most men-
tioned legacies were: 1) new or improved sport 
infrastructure, 2) increased awareness of sport or 
sport opportunities, and 3) inspiration. The first is 
salient as it is the first legacy named in the Toronto 
2015 bid:
The Games will create much needed new and 
updated sport facilities in Canada’s most popu-
lous region. These facilities will be key commu-
nity legacies that will launch athlete development 
through grassroots sport and increased physical 
activity within the general population. (TO2015 
Bid Committee, 2009, p.199)
With the majority of respondents highlighting this 
expected legacy, which is arguably the most easily 
measured, it will be interesting to see whether the 
efforts invested in this legacy plan, of which many 
people are aware, will be fruitful. This will require 
a follow-up study in a few years, for a long-term 
review, perhaps with some of the same respondents of 
this study to revisit their answers and perspectives.
The questions relating to barriers yielded the most 
difficult data to analyze, as the results were inclu-
sive, with many respondents requiring clarification 
to offer an answer. One possible explanation for why 
the recipients were so challenged by the question is 
that the lenses through which the respondents are 
viewing the expected legacies were limited to posi-
tive legacies. Therefore, the respondents may have 
of the sport legacies named by the respondents. 
Other possible barriers were cultural barriers, and 
lack of space for new facilities and infrastructure. 
Four respondents did not offer any barriers at all.
To help respondents understand the question on 
barriers, the researcher asked some respondents to 
elaborate upon the question, by asking about spe-
cific populations, and whether the benefits and leg-
acies would affect everyone equally. Each person 
that was asked about this agreed that the legacies 
would be felt unequally across Toronto, either due 
to geographical or socioeconomical differences. 
However, each individual identified a different 
segment of the population in their discussion of 
who they felt would benefit more or less from the 
legacies. For example, Respondent 13 highlighted 
the cultural limitation of a regional Games: “Pan 
Am concentrates on a certain sector of people, it’s 
more Latin American and South American, so can 
be seen as automatically exclusionary to other cul-
tures,” and Respondent 11 suggested that location 
and placement of the venues may make it harder for 
some people to access and benefit from than others: 
“If you don’t have a car and you live downtown, it’s 
going to take you a while to get to the BMX facil-
ity or the Aquatics Centre.” Respondent 1 cited high 
participation costs as an explanation for poorer com-
munities being unable to benefit from the sport 
infrastructure legacies: “A lot of people in Toronto, 
especially newcomers, are struggling to feed their 
families. Their priority is not sport, it’s survival. 
So, there’s a financial barrier there.” Ultimately it 
proved to be easier to discuss barriers when they 
were framed in the context of some people benefit-
ing more than others. Perhaps the barriers are more 
community specific than general. More research 
is needed in this area in the future to investigate 
whether the expected legacies of these games did 
materialize, and to what extent the expected barri-
ers hindered their progress, if at all.
Discussion
This research study was limited to researching only 
the expected sport legacies. Further, it was limited 
to a small number of respondents as the one-on-one 
nature of interviews offer fewer respondents than 
focus groups or questionnaire methods (Rowley, 
2012). Another limitation of this study, that is 
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the legacies of that event. Should this lead to desir-
able results in legacy development; then organiz-
ers would have a founded argument for investing 
in mega-events as a means of benefitting their city.
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